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REMARKS 



This Application has been carefully reviewed in light of the final Office Action 
mailed August 10, 20(1. Applicants appreciate the Examiner's consideration of the 
Application and Applicants' response to the first Office Action. Applicants have amended 
Claims 1, 5, 15, 20, and 48 to further clarify, more particularly point out, and more distinctly 
claim at least some of th ? various patentable distinctions over the prior art previously present 
in Applicants* claims. At least the changes to Claim 1 do not narrow the claims. None of 
these changes are considered necessary for patentability. Applicants respectfully request 
further examination, reconsideration, and favorable action. 

The Examiner his determined that Claims 21-47 are directed to an invention that is 
independent or distinct from the invention originally claimed and has therefore withdrawn 
Claims 21-47 from consideration as being directed to a non-elected invention. 

The Examiner injects Claims 1-7, 20, and 48 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being 
anticipated by U.S. Pate it No. 5,630,069 to Flores et aL {"Flares") and rejects Claims 10-12 
and 15-17 under 35 US.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Flores in view of The 
Integrated Supply Chain Management System by Fox et al. ("Fot"). 



Flores discloses a workflow analyst that is a component of a complete workflow 
system allowing a user lo create workflow maps of business processes, (Column 3, Lines 18- 
21), A business process consists of a sequence of basic transactions called workflows. 
(Column 1, Lines 19-2! ). Jxi particular, Flores defines a business process as a network of 
workflows linked together that represent the recurrent process by which an organization 
performs and completes' work, delivers products and services, and satisfies customers. 
(Column 5, Lines 55-5 J). Maps of these business processes highlight various features of 
business processes (Column 2, Lines 9-19) and enable analysts to identify opportunities for 
improvement. (Columri 2, Lines 20-21). 



Flores FaiJi; to Disclose, Teach, or Suggest Numerous Limitations 
Recited in Applicants' Claims 
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Software used to implement the workflow analyst disclosed in Flores is based on a 
Model- View-Controller, object-oriented programming paradigm that includes a number of 
model classes. (Column 14, Lines 33-36; Column 16, Line 1 to Column 19, Line 47). One 
such model class, WfCcnditionalLink, includes description text and documents conditional 
links between workflow;,, (Column 18, Lines 30-32). Another, WfLink, models logical links 
between workflows and ronditional links, including link types, triggers, and triggered actions 
in source and target worlilows. (Column 18, Lines 46-51). The data stored in these and other 
model classes is used for drawing workflow maps of business processes and their 
components. (Column U>, Lines 52-54; Column 15, Lines 57-60). 

According to Flees, every workflow has a customer role — the person for whom work 
is done — and a performer role — the person responsible for completing the work and declaring 
when the work is done. (Column 1, Lines 21-33). For example, in the sentence, "John asked 
Frank to prepare the report and deliver it by noon on Friday," John is the customer for the 
workflow and Frank is tie performer. (Column 1, Lines 40-56). As another example, in the 
sentence, "John proposed to prepare the report and deliver it by noon on Friday for Frank," 
John is the performer fo : the workflow and Frank is the customer. (Column 1, Lines 48-52). 
A workflow can also have observers. (Column 1, Lines 24-25). An observer is defined as a 
person who cannot perform acts in a workflow, but is informed of acts in the workflow and 
has access to information associated with the workflow. (Column 1, Line 56; Column 6, 
Lines 34-38; Column 6, Lines 1-5). Such persons typically observe for management or 
training purposes. (Colunn 1, Lines 56-57). 

Within a business process map, workflows are displayed as loops. (Column 1, Line 
63; Column 3, Lines 25-28; Figures la-lf; Figure 2). Such maps display relevant information 
regarding each workflow, including the customer, performer, and conditions of satisfaction, 
(Column 1, Lines 63-66; Figures la-lf; Figure 2) as well as relationships among the 
workflows called links. (Column 2, Lines 1-2; Figure 2). A link, according to Flores, is a 
defined dependency between two workflows and a mechanism by which dependencies 
between workflows arc established (Column 6, Lines 22-25) and is graphically represented 
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within a business process map as a line with an arrowhead connecting two workflows, 
(Column 8, Lines 57-58] . A link specifies a relationship between two workflows in which an 
action in one workflow causes an action in another (Column 8, Lines 42-44) and contains 
definitions of trigger conditions and resulting actions. (Column 8, Lines 46-47). In a loan 
approval business procsss, as explained in Flores, the workflow in which the loan is 
approved is linked to the: workflow in which the bank issues a check. (Column 2, Lines 2-5). 
If the loan is approved, a secondary, "write check" workflow is triggered, otherwise the 
"write check" workflow is not triggered. (Column 2, Lines 5-8). 

According to Flcres, a workflow server is the heart of a workflow system. (Column 4, 
Line 22). Workflow operations are concentrated in the workflow server, rather than in end- 
user applications. (Colimn 4, Lines 22-24). The workflow server includes a transaction 
manager, a workflow processor, a workflow updater, a workflow language interpreter, and an 
agent manager. (Column 4, Lines 30-32). The workflow server uses a transactions database, 
which contains a histoiy of completed workflows and workflows in progress for use in 
determining new workflow states and available actions, (Column 4, Lines 33-34; Column 4, 
Lines 58-61) and a names/routing database. (Column 4, Lines 33-34). Workflow-enabled 
applications interface w th the workflow server via the transactions database of the workflow 
server, APIs, or messag ng, database, or inter-process communications. (Column 5, lines 9- 
13). According to Fkres, this client-server design allows workflow logic and overhead 
functionality to be hanc led at the workflow server, eliminating the need for applications to 
include intelligence about workflows as part of their design. (Column 4, Lines 25-30). 

Thus, Flares fails to disclose, teach, or suggest, numerous limitations recited in 
Applicants' 1 claims for at least the following reasons. 

1. No disc losure, teaching, or suggestion of a computer-implemented process 
that manages or interacts with a workflow. 

Floras disclose* model classes that are part of an object-oriented programming 
paradigm on which workflow analyst software is based. Some of these classes contain 
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information regarding links between workflows, including triggering actions and triggered 
actions in source and tar, jet workflows, but Flores clearly states that the data stored in these 
classes is used simply for drawing workflow maps of business processes and their 
components. Flares the efore fails to disclose, teach, or suggest a "computer-implemented 
process" that "manage[V a distributed workflow" and "interacts] with the workflow at . , . 
distributed nodes to perform . . . predefined functions " as recited in independent Claim 1 of 
the present application. 

2. No discksure, teaching, or suggestion of a set of predefined functions 
generating a workflow. 

Flores discloses actions taken by one of two persons in a workflow initiating other 
workflows and this relEtionship among the workflows being displayed within a business 
process map. For example, as explained in Flores, it is the approval of a loan that initiates a 
"write check" workflow. Therefore, even assuming for the sake of argument that initiating a 
workflow could be properly viewed as "generating a workflow," Flores would still fail to 
disclose, teach, or suggest a "set of predefined functions" that generates a workflow, as 
recited in dependent Cla m 2 of the present application. 

3. No disci a sure, teaching, or suggestion of multiple enterprises. 

Flores discloses workflows having customer roles, performer roles, and observer 
roles, but provides no d.sclosure, teaching, or suggestion that these roles may be associated 
with different enterprises. In fact, Flores teaches away from this possibility, defining each of 
these roles as a person who either requests work, undertakes to do work, or observes a 
workflow, as well as defining a business process as a network of linked workflows that 
represent the recurrent process by which an organization performs aud completes work, 
delivers products and services, and satisfies customers. Examples given to explain the 
concept of customer roles and performer roles also teach away from this possibility in that 
they involve persons designated by their first names and center around an activity— preparing 
a report — common witt in a single enterprise. An example given to explain the concept of 
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linked workflows also ;eaches away from this possibility in that it includes a business 
process — a loan approva process — that exists entirely within a single organization. 

Therefore, Floret 1 does not disclose, teach, or suggest a set of predefined functions 
generating a "workflow between a plurality of enterprises," as recited in dependent Claim 2. 



or a system that operates, at least in part, external to a plurality of enterprises in 
relation to a collabora ti on between the enterprises. 

As discussed ab:>ve, Flores discloses different roles involved in a workflow, but 
provides no disclosure, teaching, or suggestion that these roles may be associated with 
different enterprises. F'ores instead defines each of these roles as a person who performs 
distinct tasks, defines a business process as a network of linked workflows that represent the 
recurrent process by which an organization completes work, delivers products and services, 
and satisfies customers, and explains various concepts disclosed in Flores using examples 
that involve only a singl*; organization. 

Therefore, Flows does not disclose, teach, or suggest a computer-implemented 
process or a system tha operates, at least in part, external to a plurality of enterprises in 
relation to a collaboration between the enterprises, as recited in some of Applicants' claims: 

a. a compuier-implemented process for generating a collaboration cc between a 
plurality of enterprises," which computer-implemented process "operates at least in part 
external to the enterprises" and receives a preliminary collaboration "from a first enterprise," 
automatically transmits the preliminary collaboration "to a predefined second enterprise" for 
review, receives a response to the preliminary collaboration "from the second enterprise," 
automatically transmits the response "of the second enterprise ... to the first enterprise" for 
review, and receives a response to the response "of the second enterprise from the first 
enterprise," the respond :s "of the first and second enterprises" ultimately resulting in a final 
collaboration based on ihe preliminary collaboration and optimized "for the first and second 
enterprises," as recited ii independent Claim 5; 



4. 



No disclosure, teaching, or suggestion of a computer-implemented process 
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b. a respons* "from the first enterprise" comprising a comment on a preliminary 
collaboration, as recited in dependent Claim 6; 

c. a response ""from the first enterprise" comprising a modification of a 
preliminary collaborator , as recited in dependent Claim 7; 

d. a computi ^implemented process for generating a collaboration "between a 
plurality of enterprises," which computer-implemented process "operates at least in part 
external to the enterprises" and receives an approval "from each of the first and second 
enterprises" for a collaboration based on the preliminary collaboration and reflecting 
responses "of the first ani second enterprises," automatically transmits the collaboration "to a 
predefined third enterprise" for review, receives a response to the collaboration "from the 
third enterprise," automztically transmits the response "of the third enterprise ... to the first 
and second enterprises" for review, and receives responses to the responses "of the third 
enterprise from the first iind second enterprises," the responses "of the first, second, and third 
enterprises" ultimately resulting in a final collaboration based on the preliminary 
collaboration and optiir.ized "for the first, second, and third enterprises," as recited in 
dependent Claim 10; 

e. a response "of the third enterprise" comprising a comment on a collaboration, 
as recited in dependent Claim 1 1 ; 

f. a response "of the third enterprise" comprising a modification to the 
collaboration, as recited in dependent Claim 12; 

g. a comput ?r-implemented process for deploying a collaboration generated "by 
a first enterprise to a plurality of other enterprises," which computer-implemented process 
"operates at least in ptjrt external to the enterprises," and receives a final collaboration 
approved "by first, second, and third enterprises," automatically transmits a predefined first 
part of the collaboration "to a predefined second enterprise" for operation "at the second 
enterprise," and automa:ically transmits a predefined second part of the collaboration "to a 
predefined third enterpr se" for operation "at the third enterprise," as recited in independent 
Claim 15; 

h. a compu er-implemented process requesting an approval "from the second 
enterprise" for operatior of a first part of a collaboration "at a node of the second enterprise," 
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and requesting an approval "from the third enterprise" for operation of a second part of the 
collaboration "at a node cf the third enterprise," as recited in dependent Claim 16; 

i. a computer-implemented process, in response to receiving an approval "from 
the second enterprise," notifying a 'third enterprise" of the approval, as recited in Claim 17; 

j. a compute ^implemented process, in response to receiving approvals "from the 
second and third enterprises," transmitting a signal "to the second and third enterprises" to 
operate first and second parts of a collaboration, respectively, as recited in dependent Claim 
18; 

k. a compuiur-implemented process, in response to receiving approvals to 
operate a collaboration ' from all enterprises" to which any part of the collaboration was 
transmitted, transmitting a signal "to all of the enterprises" to which any part of the 
collaboration was trans: nitted to operate the corresponding transmitted parts of the 
collaboration, as recited in dependent Claim 19; 

1. a computer-implemented process for monitoring a collaboration "across a 
plurality of enterprises," which computer-implemented process "operates at least in part 
external to the enterprise" and receives a first predefined set of data associated with 
operation of a first portion of the collaboration "at a first node of a first enterprise," the first 
set of data having been collected in response to an automatic query of the first node for the 
first set of data and receiving a second predefined set of data associated with operation of a 
second portion of the collaboration "at a second node of a second enterprise," the second set 
of data having been colle;ted in response to an automatic query of the second node for the 
second set of data, as recitad in independent Claim 20; and 

m. a system for generating a collaboration "between a plurality of enterprises," 
which system "operates it least in part external to the enterprises," comprising means for 
receiving a preliminary collaboration "from a first enterprise," means for automatically 
transmitting the prelimkixy collaboration "to a predefined second enterprise" for review, 
means for receiving a response to the preliminary collaboration "from the second enterprise," 
means for automatically Iransmitting the response "of the second enterprise to the first 
enterprise" for review, asd means for receiving a response to the response "of the second 
enterprise from the first enterprise," the responses "of the first and second enterprises" 
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ultimately resulting in 2. final collaboration based on the preliminary collaboration and 
optimized "for the first and second enterprises " as recited in independent Claim 48, 

5. No disclosure, teaching, or suggestion of operation of a workflow at a 
plurality of distributed a odes. 

Flores discloses <. workflow-enabled application interfacing to a workflow server via 
a transactions database of a workflow server, APIs, or messaging, database, or inter-process 
communications, but nowhere does Flores disclose, teach, or suggest that these applications 
participate in workflows. In fact, Flores teaches away from dais possibility. First, Flores 
discloses that only persons take action in workflows. Second, Flores discloses that workflow 
operations are concentred ed in a workflow server and not in end-user applications. According 
to Flores 9 such a client-server design allows workflow logic and overhead functionality to be 
handled at the workflow server, eliminating the need for applications to include intelligence 
about workflows as part their design. 

Therefore, even assuming for the sake of argument that the workflow-enabled 
applications disclosed \n Flores could properly be viewed as "distributed nodes/* Flores 
would still fail to disclose, teach, or suggest "operation of the workflow 75 at distributed nodes, 
as recited in dependent Claim 3. 

6, No disclosure, teaching, or suggestion of a set of predefined functions 
transmitting data associated with the operation of a workflow to a monitoring system, 

Flores discloses persons monitoring workflows. Even assuming, however, for the 
sake of argument that such a person could be properly viewed as a "monitoring system," 
Flores would still fail tD disclose, teach, or suggest "data associated with operation of the 
workflow at each of [£, plurality of] distributed nodes" being transmitted by "predefined 
functions" to a monitoring system, as recited in dependent Claim 3. 
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7. No disclosure, teaching, or suggestion of a set of predefined functions 
deploying a workflow Id a plurality of distributed nodes, 

Flores discloses actions taken by a person in one workflow initiating other 
workflows. Flores also iliscloses one person requesting another person to perform work and 
the other person undertaking to perform the work. However, even assuming for the sake of 
argument that initiating s workflow or one person requesting another person to perform work 
could be properly viewed as "dep!oy[ing a] workflow," Flores would still fail to disclose, 
teach, or suggest a "set of predefined functions" deploying a workflow, as recited in 
dependent Claim 4, 

8. No disclosure, teaching, or suggestion of a computer-implemented process 
or other means for receiving and transmitting a preliminary collaboration, receiving 
and transmitting a response to the preliminary collaboration, or receiving a response to 
the response. 

Flores discloses two scenarios. In the first, one person requests another person to 
perform work, both persons negotiate the work that is ultimately to be performed, and the 
other person agrees to 1he request- In the second, one person offers to another person to 
perform work, both persons negotiate the work that is ultimately to be performed, and the 
other person accepts fte offer. But nowhere does Flores disclose, teach, or suggest a 
"computer-implemented process" receiving and transmitting a preliminary collaboration, 
receiving and transmitiing a response to the preliminary collaboration, or receiving a 
response to the response, as recited in independent Claim 5. Neither does Flores disclose 
means for performing such operations, as recited in independent, means-plus-function Claim 
48. In fact, Flores teaches away from this, disclosing in both of the above scenarios two 
persons interacting dire;tly with each other to determine work to be performed by one of 
them. 
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9. No disclosure, teaching, or suggestion of a final collaboration optimized 
for multiple enterprises. 

Flares discloses two persons negotiating conditions of satisfaction — meaning 
conditions thai a customer has declared or agreed to, the fulfillment of which is the purpose 
of a workflow — for woi. c to be performed by one of them until an agreement is reached and 
one of the persons subsequently accepting or agreeing to an offer or request made by the 
other person. However, nowhere does Flores disclose, teach, or suggest that such negotiation 
results in "a final collaboration . . . optimized" for either of the two persons, much less two or 
more enterprises. 

Therefore, Floret* does not disclose, teach, or suggest the following limitations recited 
in some of Applicants 7 claims: 

a. responses of first and second enterprises ultimately resulting in a final 
collaboration based on i preliminary collaboration and "optimized for the first and second 
enterprises," as recited in independent Claims 5 and 48; and 

b. responses of first, second, and third enterprises ultimately resulting in a final 
collaboration based on U ie preliminary collaboration and "optimized for the first, second, and 
third enterprises," as rec ted in dependent Claim 10. 

10. No disclosure, teaching, or suggestion of a response comprising a 
comment on a preliminary collaboration or a modification of a preliminary 
collaboration. 

Flores discloses two persons negotiating conditions of satisfaction for work to be 
performed by one of thnm until an agreement is reached, but nowhere does Flores disclose, 
teach, or suggest the nature of the communication between the two persons, much less that 
such communication involves a comment on a preliminary collaboration or a modification of 
a preliminary collaboration. Flores also discloses various labels for actions in one workflow 
that cause actions in another workflow, such as request, agree, offer, accept offer, counter- 
offer, accept counter-o fej, decline counter-offer, etc., but nowhere does Flores disclose, 



DAL0 1:63 8650-1 



Received from < 214 953 6503 > at 1/8/02 12:1 1:06 PM [Eastern Standard Time] 



01/08/2002 11:01 FAX 214 953 4fc BAKER BOTTS LLP 4fc @018 



ATTORNEY DOCKET' ^O. 02043 1 .0463 ^ PATENT 

Application No. 09/156,334 

17 

teach, or suggest what tiese actions involve, much less that they involve a comment on a 
preliminary collaboratiot i or a modification of a preliminary collaboration. 

Therefore, Floret does nol disclose, teach, or suggest the following limitations recited 
in some of Applicants' c aims; 

a. a response of a first enterprise comprising a "comment on the preliminary 
collaboration," as recited in dependent Claim 6; 

b. a respons : of a first enterprise comprising a "modification of the preliminary 
collaboration," as recitec in dependent Claim 7; 

c. a respons j of a third enterprise comprising a "comment on the collaboration," 
as recited in dependent C laim 1 1 ; and 

d. a response of a third enterprise comprising a "modification to the 
collaboration," as recitec . in dependent Claim 12. 

11. No disclosure, teaching, or suggestion of data collected in response to an 
automatic query of a node being received by a computer-implemented process and 
automatically transmitted to a monitoring system in response to the querying of the 
node. 

Flores discloses a workflow server that uses a transactions database containing a 
history of completed workflows and workflows in progress to determine new workflow states 
and available actions. ] Nowhere does Flores disclose, teach, or suggest how data makes its 
way into the transactions database, much less that data collected in response to an automatic 
query of a node is received by a computer-implemented process and automatically 
transmitted to a monitoring system in response to the querying of the node. This is true even 
assuming for the sake of argument that one of Flores* workflows could properly be viewed as 
a collaboration. 

Therefore, Flor?s fails to disclose, teach, or suggest a "computer-implemented 
process" operable to <c r?ceive" a first predefined set of data associated with operation of a 
first portion of the col aboration at a first node of a first enterprise, the first set of data 
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"having been collected ir response to an automatic query of the first node for the first set of 
data," "automatically trar smit" the first set of data "to a monitoring system in response to the 
querying of the first node," "receive" a second predefined set of data associated with 
operation of a second poilion of the collaboration at a second node of a second enterprise, the 
second set of data "havi:ig been collected in response to an automatic query of the second 
node for the second set of data," and "automatically transmit" the second set of data "to the 
monitoring system in response to the querying of the second node," as recited in independent 
Claim 20. 



12. No disclosure, teaching, or suggestion of a computer-implemented process 
receiving an approval from each of first and second enterprises for a collaboration 
based on a preliminary collaboration and reflecting responses of the first and second 
enterprises. 

FloreSy as discussed above, discloses two persons negotiating conditions of 
satisfaction for work to be performed by one of them until an agreement is reached and one 
of the persons subsequently accepting or agreeing to an offer or request made by the other 
person. But nowhere does Flores disclose, teach, or suggest receiving approval from two 
enterprises for a collabo;-ation based on a preliminary collaboration and reflecting responses 
of the two enterprises. Even assuming for the sake of argument that Flores does disclose 
these limitations, Flores would still fail to disclose, teach, or suggest a "computer- 
implemented process" tl at receives such an approval for such a collaboration, as recited in 
dependent Claim 10. 



13. No disclosure, teaching, or suggestion of a computer-implemented process 
automatically transmit in g a collaboration to a predefined third enterprise for review. 

Flores discloses i person observing a workflow, typically for management or training 
purposes. Even assuming for the sake of argument that an observer could be properly viewed 
as a "predefined third enterprise," which it cannot, Flores would still fail to disclose, teach, or 
suggest automatically tninsmitting to a predefined third enterprise for review a collaboration 
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based on a preliminary collaboration for which approval has been received from two other 
enterprises. Even assuming for the sake of argument that Flores does disclose these 
limitations, Flores wouli still fail to disclose, teach, or suggest a "computer-implemented 
process" that automatica ly transmits such a collaboration to a predefined third enterprise for 
review, as recited in dep< indent Claim 10. 

14. No disc) ( sure, teaching, or suggestion of a predefined third enterprise 
that takes any direct action within a workflow. 

Flores discloses i person observing a workflow, but clearly states that such a person 
takes no direct action in the workflow. Thus, Flores fails to disclose, teach, or suggest a 
predefined third enterprise responding to a collaboration, approving a final collaboration, 
operating part of a colls boration, or taking any other action. The Examiner acknowledges 
this deficiency of Flores on Page 6 of the final Office Action, 

Therefore, Flore,; does not disclose, teach, or suggest the following limitations recited 
in some of Applicants' c laims: 

a. a compuier-implemented process receiving a "response to the collaboration 
from the third enterprise " as recited in dependent Claim 10; 

b. a comput sr-implemented process automatically transmitting a "response of the 
third enterprise" to first ind second enterprises for review, as recited in dependent Claim 10; 

c. Responses of the first, second, and third enterprises" ultimately resulting in a 
final collaboration base-i on a preliminary collaboration and optimized for the first, second, 
and third enterprises, as recited in dependent Claim 10; 

d. a "respor.se of the third enterprise" comprising a comment on a collaboration, 
as recited in dependent < ^laim 1 1 ; 

e. a "response of the third enterprise" comprising a modification to a 
collaboration, as recited in dependent Claim 12; 

f. a computer-implemented process receiving a final collaboration "approved" 
by "first, second, and third enterprises," as recited in independent Claim 15; 



DAL01:<S3S650-1 



Receivedfrom < 214 953 6503 > at 118/02 12:11:06 PM [Eastern Standard Time] 



01/08/2002 11:02 FAX 214 953 




BAKER BOTTS LLP 



@021 



ATTORNEY DOCKET ] <rO. 02043 1 .0463 



^ PATENT 
Application No. 09/156,334 



20 



g. a comput ^--implemented process automatically transmitting a predefined 
second part of a collabc ration to a predefined third enterprise "for operation at the third 
enterprise, as recited in ir dependent Claim 15; and 



enterprise "for operatior of the second part of the collaboration at a node of the third 
enterprise," as recited in < lependent Claim 16. 

15. No disclc < lire, teaching, or suggestion of a computer-implemented process 
receiving a final collaboration and automatically transmitting part of the final 
collaboration to one entity and another part of the final collaboration to another entity 
for operation at the respective entities. 

Flores* as discuss sd above, discloses two scenarios. In the first, one person requests 
another person to perforn work, both persons negotiate the work that is ultimately to be 
performed, and the other person agrees to the request. In the second, one person offers to 
another person to perforn work, both persons negotiate the work that is ultimately to be 
performed, and the other person accepts the offer. Flores also discloses linked workflows 
and workflows that inckde multiple workflows. However, even assuming for the sake of 
argument that the work performed by one the persons in a workflow could be viewed as a 
"final collaboration" or a "predefined . . . part of the collaboration," Flores would still fail to 
disclose, teach, or suggest a "computer-implemented process" receiving a final collaboration 
and transmitting differen!: parts of the final collaboration to different entities, as recited in 
independent Claim 15. 

16. No disclosure, teaching, or suggestion of approvals being requested from 
different entities for op eration of different parts of a final collaboration at nodes of the 
different entities. 

Flores, as discussed above, discloses two persons negotiating conditions of 
satisfaction for work to be performed by one of them until an agreement is reached and one 
of the persons subsequently accepting or agreeing to an offer or request made by the other 



h. 



a comput ^-implemented process requesting an approval from a third 
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person. This negotiation imd agreement or acceptance involves but two persons, and only one 
of these persons perfoms any work after this negotiation and acceptance or agreement. 
Thus, Flares fails to disclose, teach, or suggest "an approval from the second enterprise for 
operation of the first pail of the collaboration at a node of the second enterprise" and "an 
approval from the third enterprise for operation of the second part of the collaboration at a 
node of the third enterprise," as recited in dependent Claim 16. Flores also discloses various 
labels for actions in one workflow that cause actions in another workflow, such as request, 
agree, offer, accept offer counter-offer, accept counter-offer, decline counter-offer, etc., but 
these portions of Flores f ul to account for the deficiencies of the portions of Flores discussed 
above. 

17. No disclcj are, teaching, or suggestion of a computer-implemented process 
requesting approval frem an entity for operation of part of a final collaboration at a 
node of the entity. 

Flores, as discussed above, discloses two persons negotiating conditions of 
satisfaction for work to tc performed by one of them until an agreement is reached and one 
of the persons subsequertly accepting or agreeing to an offer or request made by the other 
person. This negotiation and agreement or acceptance involves but two persons interacting 
directly with each other. Thus Flores fails to disclose, teach, or suggest a "computer- 
implemented process" requesting approval from an enterprise for operation of part of a final 
collaboration at a node oi the enterprise, as recited in dependent Claim 16. 

18, No disckf ure, teaching, or suggestion of a computer-implemented process 
notifying an entity, from which approval has been or will be requested for operation of 
part of a final collaboration at a node of the entity, of approval being received from 
another entity for operation of another part of the final collaboration at a node of the 
other entity. 

Flores discloses 3 person observing a workflow, typically for management or training 
purposes. Flores clearly states that such a person takes no direct action in a workflow. Thus 
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Flores fails to disclose, teach, or suggest a "predefined third enterprise," from which an 
approval has been or wil be requested for operation of a second part of a final collaboration 
at a node of the predefined third enterprise, being notified of a similar approval being given 
by a "second predefined enterprise" as recited in dependent Claim 17. This is true even 
assuming for the sake o f argument that a person observing a workflow could be properly 
viewed as notifying an eitity of approval being given by another entity for operation of part 
of a final collaboration at a node of the other entity. 

Fax Fails to Account for the Deficiencies of Flores, 
liven if They Could be Properly Combined 

Fox discloses a supply chain agent called a planning/scheduling function that 
"orchestrates" the behavior of other supply chain agents to improve the overall quality of 
supply chain management. (Page 3, Lines 3-7). Such agents, according to Fox, manage a 
supply chain, each being responsible for one or more activities within the supply chain and 
interacting with other a£ ents in the planning and execution of the activities for which it is 
responsible, (Page 2, Lbes 40-42). Fox defines a supply chain as a set of activities that span 
enterprise functions from the ordering and receipt of raw materials through the manufacturing 
of products and their distribution and delivery to customers. (Page 1, Lines 33-35). 
According to Fox, the coordination of such functions across the enterprise is required to 
provide rapid and qualitj responses to supply chain events. (Page 1, Lines 36-37). 

Thus, even it v/sre possible to properly combine Fox with Flores, the proposed 
combination would still fail to disclose, teach, or suggest numerous limitations recited in 
Applicants* claims for at least the following reasons. 

No disclosure, teaching, or suggestion of a predefined third enterprise. 

Fox discloses a supply chain agent that orchestrates the behavior of other supply 
chain agents. Nowhere does Fox disclose, teach, or suggest that such a supply chain agent 
itself constitutes a "predefined third enterprise." Fox in fact teaches away from this 
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possibility, disclosing that such a supply chain agent is but one of many involved in a supply 
chain and that a supply chain spans but one enterprise. Thus, Fox fails to account for Flores 
not disclosing, teaching, or suggesting a "predefined third enterprise" that takes direct action 
in a workflow. 

Therefore, Fox does not disclose, teach, or suggest the following limitations recited in 
some of Applicants' claims: 

a. a computer-implemented process receiving a "response to the collaboration 
from the third enterprise, 5 as recited in dependent Claim 1 0; 

b. a compute r-implemented process automatically transmitting a "response of the 
third enterprise" to first and second enterprises for review, as recited in dependent Claim 10; 

c. Response, j of the first, second, and third enterprises" ultimately resulting in a 
final collaboration based on a preliminary collaboration and optimized for the first, second, 
and third enterprises, as recited in dependent Claim 10; 

d. a st respon; e of the third enterprise" comprising a comment on a collaboration, 
as recited in dependent Claim 1 1; 

e. a "response of the third enterprise" comprising a modification to a 
collaboration, as recited in dependent Claim 12; 

f. a compuxiT-implemented process receiving a final collaboration "approved" 
by "first, second, and thiid enterprises," as recited in independent Claim 15; 

g. a computer-implemented process automatically transmitting a predefined 
second part of a collaboration to a predefined third enterprise "for operation at the third 
enterprise, as recited in independent Claim 15; and 

h. a compiner-implemented process requesting an approval from a third 
enterprise "for operation of the second part of the collaboration at a node of the third 
enterprise," as recited in dependent Claim 16. 



Applicants appreciate the Examiner's acknowledgement that Claims 18 and 19 
contain allowable subject matter. Since Applicants believe independent Claim 15 and 



Allowable Subject Matter 
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dependent Claim 16 on which these Claims depend are allowable for reasons discussed 
above, Applicants have not amended Claims 18 and 19 to incorporate the limitations of 
independent Claim 15 and dependent Claim 16. The Examiner notes a rejection under 35 
U.S.C. § 112, second pziragraph, as being set forth in a preceding paragraph of the final 
Office Action, but Applicants find no such rejection. If the objection to Claims 18 and 19 is 
maintained, Applicants jespectfully request clarification. Applicants respectfully request 
reconsideration and allowance of Claims 18 and 19. 
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Conclusion 

Applicants have nade an earnest attempt to place this case in condition for allowance. 
For the foregoing reasais, and for other reasons clearly apparent, Applicants respectfully 
request further examination and full allowance of all pending claims. 

If the Examiner Relieves that a telephone conference would advance prosecution of 
this Application in any manner, the Examiner is invited to call Christopher W, Kennerly, 
attorney for Applicants, ;it 214.953.6812. 

Applicants believe that no fees are due. Nonetheless, the Commissioner is hereby 
authorized to charge an> fees or credit any overpayments to Deposit Account No. 02-0384 of 
Baker Botts L.L.P. 



Correspondence Address: 

Baker Botts L.L.P. 
2001 Ross Avenue, Suite 600 
Dallas, Texas 75201-2!) 50 
(214) 953-6812 



Respectfully submitted, 
BAKER BOTTS L.L.P. 



Attorneys for Applicants 



Christopher W. Kennedy 
Reg. No. 40,675 
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Marked-Up Version of Claims 

For the convenient of the Examiner, the following mark-ups reflect changes to the 
claims. The claims are amended as follows: 

1 . (Twice An ended) A computer-implemented process operable to manage 
[for managing] a distribxi ed workflow!, operable to]: 

the compnter-inir lemented process operable to store a set of predefined functions 
for a workflow that are to 3c performed at a plurality of distributed nodes; and 

the commiter-im] demented process operable to automatically interact with the 
workflow at each of the di rtributed nodes to perform the predefined functions. 



2. The proces:; of Claim 1, wherein the set of predefined functions are operable 
to generate a workflow be1 ween a plurality of enteiprises. 

3. The procesf of Claim 1, wherein the set of predefined functions are operable 
to transmit data associated with operation of the workflow at each of the distributed nodes to 
a monitoring system, 

4. The process of Claim 1, wherein the set of predefined functions are operable 
to deploy the workflow to ihe distributed nodes. 
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5. 



(Twice Amended) A computer-implemented process for generating a 



collaboration between a plurality of enterprises, the computer-implemented process 
operating at least in pait external to the enterprises, the computer-implemented process 

operable to: 

receive a prelimir ary collaboration from a first enterprise; 

automatically transmit the preliminary collaboration from the computer-implemented 
process to a predefined second enterprise for review; 

receive a response to the preliminary collaboration from the second enterprise; 

automatically transmit the response of the second enterprise from the computer- 
implemented process to tie first enterprise for revieiw; and 

receive a response to the response of the second enterprise from the first enterprise, 
the responses of the firsl and second enterprises ultimately resulting in a final collaboration 
based on the preliminary collaboration and optimized for the first and second enterprises. 

6. The procsss of Claim 5, wherein the response of the first enterprise comprises 
a comment on the prelim [nary collaboration. 

7, The process of Claim 5, wherein the response of the first enterprise comprises 
a modification of the pre iminary collaboration. 

Claims 8 and 9 hi Lve been cancelled. 
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10. The process of Claim 5, further operable to; 

receive an approval from each of the first and second enterprises for a collaboration 
based on the preliminary collaboration and reflecting the responses of the first and second 
enterprises; 

subsequent to receiving the approvals from the first and second enterprises, 
automatically transmit the collaboration from the computer-implemented process to a 
predefined third enterprise for review; 

receive a response to the collaboration from the third enterprise; 

automatically transmit the response of the third enterprise from the computer- 
implemented process to the first and second enterprises for review; and 

receive responses to the response of the third enterprise from the first and second 
enterprises, the responses of the first, second, and third enterprises ultimately resulting in a 
final collaboration based m the preliminary collaboration and optimized for the first, second, 
and third enterprises. 

11. The process of Claim 10 7 wherein the response of the third enterprise 
comprises a comment on :he collaboration. 

12. The process of Claim 10, wherein the response of the third enterprise 
comprises a modification to the collaboration. 

Claims 13 and 14 have been cancelled. 
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15. (Twice Amended) A computer-implemented process for deploying a 
collaboration generated by a first enterprise to a plurality of other enterprises, the computer- 
implemented process derating at least in part external to the enterprises, the 
computer-implemented process operable to : 

receive a final collaboration approved by first, second, and third enterprises; 

automatically transmit a predefined first part of the collaboration from the computer- 
implemented process to predefined second enterprise for operation at the second enterprise; 
and 

automatically trsnsmit a predefined second part of the collaboration from the 
computer-implemented ] process to a predefined third enterprise for operation at the third 
enterprise. 

16. The process of Claim 15, further operable to: 

request an approval from the second enterprise for operation of the first part of the 
collaboration at anode oFthe second enterprise; and 

request an approval from the third enterprise for operation of the second part of the 
collaboration at anode of the third enterprise. 

17. The prociss of Claim 16, further operable to, in response to receiving the 
approval from the second enterprise, notify the third enterprise of the approval. 

18. The process of Claim 16, further operable to, in response to receiving the 
approvals from the second and third enterprises, transmit a signal to the second and third 
enterprises to operate the first and second parts of the collaboration, respectively. 

19. The proc ess of Claim 16, further operable to, in response to receiving 
approvals to operate the collaboration from all enterprises to which any part of the 
collaboration was transr lifted, transmit a signal to all of the enterprises to which any part of 
the collaboration was xansmitted to operate the corresponding transmitted parts of the 
collaboration. 
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20. (Twice Amended) A computer-implemented process for monitoring a 
collaboration across a plurality of enteiprises, the computer-implemented process 
operating at least in pait external to the enterprises, the co mputer-implemented process 

operable to: 

receive a first preiefined set of data associated with operation of a first portion of the 
collaboration at a first nc de of a first enterprise, the first set of data having been collected in 
response to an automatic query of the first node for the first set of data; 

automatically transmit the first set of data from the computer-implemented process to 
a monitoring system in r< :sponse to the querying of the first node; 

receive a second predefined set of data associated with operation of a second portion 
of the collaboration at a second node of a second enterprise, the second set of data having 
been collected in response to an automatic query of the second node for the second set of 
data; and 

automatically transmit the second set of data from the computer-implemented process 
to the monitoring system in response to the querying of the second node. 



Claims 21-47 have been withdrawn from consideration. 
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48. (Twice Amended) A system for generating a collaboration between a 
plurality of enterprises, i hc system operating at least in part external to the p)urality_of 
enterprises, the comput er-in>plemented process comprising: 

means for receiviig a preliminary collaboration from a first enterprise; 

means for automatically transmitting the preliminary collaboration to a predefined 
second enterprise for review; 

means for receiving a response to the preliminary collaboration from the second 

enterprise; 

means for automitically transmitting the response of the second enterprise to the first 
enterprise for review; ani 

means for receiviig a response to the response of the second enterprise from the first 
enterprise, the responses of the first and second enterprises ultimately resulting in a final 
collaboration based on Ihe preliminary collaboration and optimized for the first and second 
enterprises. 
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